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Mr. McCueuian, from the Committee on Government Opereior 
submitted the following ae 


REPORT 


[To accompany Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952] 


By authority of the Reorganization Act of 1949 (Public Law 109, 
8ist Cong.), the President of the United States on May 1, 1952, sub- 
mitted to the Congress Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 ' which 
provides for reorganizations within the government of the District 
of a 

Although no resolution of disapproval has been introduced in the 
Senate which would require committee action, the Committee on 
Government Operations nevertheless submits this report on Reor- 
ganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, in order to advise the Senate of the 
committee’s consideration of the plan and to provide adequate 
information as to its provisions. 

The plan will take effect upon the expiration of the first period of 
60 calendar days of continuous session of the Congress following its 
submission unless a majority of the authorized membership of either 
of the two Houses of Congress adopts a resolution of disapproval. 
The plan will therefore become effective at 12:01 a. m., July 1, 1952, 
unless disapproved by the Senate or the House of Representatives. 


SUMMARY 


In reporting on Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, the Committee 
on Government Operations desires to call to the attention of the 
Senate that the ~~ is actually not a detailed reorganization 
plan, but is, in effect, a carte blanche delegation of authority to the 

oard of Commissioners of the District of Columbia to reorganize the 


1 Plan No. 5, “7 Plan No. 5, together with the President’s message, appears as appendix A of this report. 
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major part of the District Government at their discretion, subject to 
certain limitations set forth in the plan. 

There were also other technical objections raised against provisions 
of Reorganization Plan No. 5 during hearings oueacied upon the 
proposal, to which the committee gave consideration. Since no 
resolution of disapproval was filed in the Senate, the committee did 
not consider these objections of sufficient significance in themselves 
to warrant the introduction of such a resolution calling for its rejection. 
In the judgment of the committee, the plan does provide at least some 
of the fun amentals of the much needed reorganization the District’s 
complicated government requires. Most of the objections were 
directed at failure of the plan to authorize more basic reforms than 
at the changes actually permitted by the plan. It was the view of the 
committee that whereas there might be some justification for rejection 
of the plan on the basis of its provisions, such action could scarcely 
be justified on the basis of its omissions—particularly when the plan 
provides for extensive, if not complete, reorganization of the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia. 

It is the view of the committee that plan No. 5, despite its afore- 
mentioned deficiencies, is a desirable step forward in overcoming the 
many organizational problems now existing within the government of 
the District of Columbia, and should provide a basis for improvement 
of its administration. The committee therefore recommends that the 
Congress permit Reorganization Plan No. 5 to become law on its 
effective date, July 1, 1952. 


HEARINGS 


Hearings were held by the committee on plan No. 5 of 1952 on Ma 
15 and 20, 1952. Witnesses included Senator Francis Case of Sout 
Dakota, Representative Edward L. Sittler, Jr., of Pennylvania, 
Acting President F. Joseph Donohue of the Board of Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, Engineer Commissioner Bernard L. 
Robinson of the District of Columbia, T. J. Groom, president of the 
Washington Board of Trade, and Dr. George B. Galloway, specialist 
in municipal organization, Legislative Reference Service, Library of 
Congress, as well as representatives of the District Bar Association, 
the Federation of Citizens Associations, and various other communit 
organizations within the District. In all, 16 witnesses were heard, a 
of whom, with a single exception, recommended, with varying qualifi- 
cations, approval of plan No. 5 as an improvement in the District of 
Columbia government. Dr. L. F. Schmeckebier of Washington, a 
noted authority on government organization and author of a pioneer 
study of the government and administration of the District of Columbia 
expressed disapproval of the plan, as indicated in the published hear- 
ings. In addition to the testimony of witnesses, statements were 
submitted for the record by Senator Estes Kefauver of Tennessee, 
Frederick J. Lawton, Director, Bureau of the Budget, the District 
Medical Society, various veterans’ organizations, and others, many of 
which expressed criticisms of various features of the plan, but, in gen- 
eral, approved it. 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 3 


ANALYSIS OF REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 


In brief, plan No. 5 authorizes the Board of Commissioners of the 
District to regroup the District’s functions into a new organization 
structure, with certain exceptions as hereafter noted, in order to 
clarify responsibility, establish clearer lines of authority, and consoli- 
date the functions now performed by almost 100 separate agencies. 

To accomplish this, plan No. 5 abolishes some 95 District boards, 
departments, commissions, and offices,’ transfers their functions to 
the Board of Commissioners as a whole, authorizes the Board to 
delegate such functions to any Board member, officer, employee, or 
agency of the District, except the courts thereof, and empowers the 
Board to establish a new departmental structure to perform the re- 
grouped functions. 

The Board, however, may not delegate to any individual member of 
the Board or to any District officer, employee, or agency the following 
functions: (1) Any regulatory function vested in the Board by Congress 
except those pertaining to the administration of or procedure before 
any District agency; (2) the function of approving any contract in 
excess of $25,000, which contracts must have the approval of the 
three-member Board acting as a whole; (3) the function of appointing 
or removing the head of any District agency responsible directly to 
the Board; and (4) the function of approving the annual budget for 
the District of Columbia. 

In addition to the District’s judicial agencies which are not subject 
to the Reorganization Act of 1949, several other important District 
agencies are excluded from operation of plan No.5. Among these are 
the National Guard, the Board of Library Trustees, the Board of 
Education, the Zoning Commission, the Board of Zoning Adjustment, 
the Zoning Advisory Council, the Recreation Board, the Public 
Utilities Commission, the Joint Board of Traffic, the Redevelopment 
Land Agency, the Apprenticeship Council, the Recorder of Deeds, and 
the Armory Board. 

Plan No. 5 also authorizes the Board to establish 15 executive 
positions without regard to the numerical limitations set forth in 
section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949 for which compensation in 
excess of the rates established for grade GS-15 ($10,800) may be paid 
whenever standards of the classification laws permit. Other details 
of plan No. 5 are covered in the section-by-section analysis which 
follows. 

Section 1.—Transfers to the Board of Commissioners all functions 
of 95 District boards, departments, commissions, and offices. (See 
appendix A.) 

Section 2 (a).—Abolishes the 95 District boards, departments, 
commissions, and offices listed in section 1 at such time as the Board 
of Commissioners specifies after effectuation of plan No. 5 of 1952, 
but in no event later than June 30, 1953. 

Section 2 (b).—Abolishes the office of the People’s Counsel estab- 
lished by section 3 of the act of December 15, 1926 (D. C. Code, 
1940 edition, sec. 43-205). 

Section 2 (c).—Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to make 
necessary provisions for terminating the affairs of any office, depart- 
ment, or agency abolished by the provisions of section 2. 


4 For list of District offices which would be‘abolished by Reorganization Plan No. 5, see appendix A of this 
report. 
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Section 3 (a).—Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to delegate 
the performance of any of its functions, including any function trans- 
ferred to or otherwise vested in the Board of Commissioners by plan 
No. 5 of 1952 to any member of the Board of Commissioners or to 
any other officer, employee, or agency of the District of Columbia, 
except the courts thereof. 

Section 3 (b).—Prohibits the Board of Commissioners from dele- 
gating any of the following functions to any individual member of 
the Board or to any other officer, employee, or agency of the District: 
(1) Any regulatory function vested in the Board by Congress except 
those pertaining to the administration of or procedure before any 
District agency; (2) the function of approving any contract in excess 
of $25,000, which contracts must have the approval of the Board of 
Commissioners as a whole; (3) the function of appointing or removing 
any District agency head responsible directly to the Board; or (4) 
the function of approving the budget for the District of Columbia. 

Section 4 (a).—Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to establish 
a new departmental structure consisting of so many agencies, depart- 
ments, and offices with such titles as the Board of Commissioners 
shall determine necessary to discharge the functions abolished by 
section 2 and transferred to the Commissioners by section 1. Author- 
izes the Board of Commissioners to make appointments to the new 
agencies, departments, and offices created in accordance with the civil- 
service classification laws, and authorizes the appointment of 15 

ositions for which compensation in excess of the rates established 
or grade GS-15 ($10,800) may be paid without regard to the numer- 

ical limitations on such positions set forth in section 505 of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949. 

Section 4 (b).—Establishes two new offices in the District of Colum- 
bia to have the titles, respectively, of “Chief of Police” and “Fire 
Chief.” Each officer shall. be appointed by the Board of Commis- 
sioners at compensation to be determined by the Board at a rate 
not in excess of $12,800 per annum. 

Section 5.—Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to transfer 
ersonnel, property, records, and funds between District agencies or 
etween the Baait of Commissioners and District agencies as the 

aoe determines necessary to implement the provisions of plan No. 
5 of 1952. 


PLAN OF ORGANIZATION PROPOSED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


At the initial hearing conducted by the committee upon plan No. 5 
of 1952 on May 15, 1952, Engineer Commissioner Bernard L. Robin- 
son, as spokesman for the Board of Commissioners of the District, 
presented a plan of reorganization of the District government which 
contemplates an Executive Office, 15 departments of government, 
and two separate offices for Chief Clerk and Surveyor, respectively.® 


Fifteen departments 


The Executive Office would consist of the offices of the three District 
Commissioners, together with the office of Secretary to the Board. 
The 15 departments into which the Commissioners propose to con- 


3 For details of the;Commissioners’ plan, see appendix B of this report, 
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solidate the approximately 100 existing separate District agencies are 
as follows: 
Legal Department 
Department of General Administration 
Police Department 
Fire Department 
Department of Civil Defense 
Department of Vehicles and Traffic 
Veterans’ Division 
Department of Highways 
Department of Buildings and Grounds 
Department of Inspections 
Department of Sanitary Engineering 
Department of Health 
Department of Corrections 
Department of Welfare 
Department of Industrial Relations 


Citizens’ Advisory Council 

In addition to the creation of the new government structure out- 
lined above, the Board of Commissioners proposes the establishment 
of a Citizens’ Advisory Council. The Counc sil, which would consist 
or nine members at the start, would advise the Board of Commis- 
sioners on (a) proposed legislation, (b) regulations affecting the public, 
(c) matters of fiscal policy including the annual budget, and (d) other 
matters of broad rod ore policy. 

The Council, whose members would not be paid, would have no 
administrative functions. Members shall be United States citizens, 
at least 30 years of age, and actual residents of the District of Colum- 
bia for 5 years, and shall hold no full-time office for which compensa- 
tion is paid from District of Columbia funds. The members would 
be appointed by the Board of Commissioners for staggered 3-year 
terms, upon the basis of their knowledge of the District, their standing 
in the community, and their freedom from association with any 

“special interest’? in the District. The Board of Commissioners 
would provide secretarial assistance, administrative expenses, and 
office space for the regular monthly meetings of the Council. 

The committee regards the proposed establishment of the Advisory 
Council as a most significant improvement in the conduct of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia government. In subsequent testimony, General 
Robinson stated the Board recognized the importance of authorizing 
the Council to initiate recommendations on matters of its own choos- 
ing. “The Board of Commissioners,” he said, “has no desire or 
intent to put blinders, as it were, on this body in order to narrow its 
field of vision.” General Robinson pointed out, however, that the 
Council would not invade the jurisdiction of several special technical 
committees now in existence in the District such as the Traffic Ad- 
visory Board, the Building Code Advisory Committee, or the Advisory 
Committee on Public Works, since members of these committees 
deal with special technical matters which they are especially qualified 
to handle. The Council also would report only to the Board of 
Commissioners, not to the various District agencies. 
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Annual report to Congress 

After General Robinson’s original appearance before the committee 
on May 15, the Board of Commissioners adopted a resolution which 
provides that the Board will submit progress reports to the Congress 
upon the reorganization of the government of the District of Columbia 
accomplished pursuant to the provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 5 
of 1952, as part of the annual District report to the Congress, which 
is required by statute, beginning with the report for fiscal year 1953. 
This action was taken at the request of the chairman and other mem- 
bers of the committee who noted that Reorganization Plan No. 5 
contained no requirement for submission of a report by the District 
Commissioners to the Congress on their exercise of the broad powers 
granted to them to reorganize the District government. 

The Board also adopted a resolution, in response to inquiries raised 
by committee members concerning the broad grant of authority con- 
tained in section 3 of plan No. 5, permitting the Commissioners to 
delegate their administrative functions to agencies, officers, or em- 
ployees of the District. The Board’s resolution construes section 3 
as applying only to functions in existence at the time plan No. 5 goes 
into effect, should it be approved by Congress, and not to functions 
which may be vested in the Board by the Congress after that date. 
This resolution was in response to the interpretation of the committee 
staff, in collaboration with the Senate Legislative Counsel, that the 
delegation provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 5 as provided in 
section 3 are not limited either to existing functions or to functions 
vested in the Board by plan No. 5, but include functions which may be 
created by the Congress in the future where the statute does not 
specifically prohibit their redelegation by the Board. 

ile neither of these resolutions is binding on future boards, as 
either may be revoked at any time, they do make clear the intent of 
the present Board of Commissioners to make annual progress reports 
to the Congress upon their accomplishments in improving the organiza- 
tion of the government of the District and their intention to restrict 
the broad authority granted to them to delegate functions to the 
~~ in existence at the time Reorganization Plan No. 5 goes into 
elfect. 

SPECIFIC CRITICISMS OF PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 


Aside from its broad grant of authority, plan No. 5 was criticized 
on several points by members of the committee, authorities on munic- 
ipal government, and other witnesses. Chief among these are (1) its 
failure to provide explicitly for the appointment of an executive or 
administrative officer to relieve the Commissioners of administrative 
duties; (2) the omission of many important District agencies such as 
the Board of Library Tustees, the Board of Education, the Recreation 
Board, the Public Utilities Commission, and the Zoning Board from 
the operation of the plan; and (3) the continued fusion of ordinance- 
ae powers and administrative responsibility in the three-member 

oard, 

Despite the proven value of an administrative officer to any large 
Government organization, plan No. 5 contains no specific provision 
for the establishment of such an office. The District Commissioners 
maintained that, while plan No. 5 does not specifically prohibit the 
appointment of such an officer (se¢. 4 authorizes the Commissioners 
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to establish such offices as they deem necessary in reorganizing the 
District), the limitations upon delegation of authority specified in 
section 3 (b) would make the appointment of such an officer ‘‘impracti- 
cal and unworkable.’’ General Robinson indicated that the Board of 
Commissioners does not intend to appoint such an administrative 
officer at this time. 

General Robinson explained that agencies exempted from Reor- 
Se Plan No. 5 were excluded for a variety of reasons, viz, 

ecause they perform judicial functions and are exempted specifically 
by the Reorganization Act of 1949, or because they perform Federal 
or National Capital as well as District functions and therefore should 
not be completely integrated under the Board of Commissioners as 
the head of the District, or because the Commissioners have adequate 
control of certain agencies since the Commissioners are represented 
upon them. Integration of other important agencies such as the 
Board of Education, the Board of Library Trustees, and the Recreation 
Board, in the opinion of the Commissioners, should be the subject of 
separate substantive legislation rather than structural reorganization 
under the Reorganization Act in order to insure adequate consideration 
of the issues, problems, and factors involved in these significant com- 
munity functions. 

It was the opinion of the Commissioners that the limited ordinance- 
making powers vested in the Board of Commissioners neither violate 
the constitutional principle of separation of legislative and executive 
powers, nor interfere to a serious extent with the proper discharge by 
the Board of its administrative functions. The Commissioners 
argued that the Congress, not the Board of Commissioners, is the 
legislative body for the District of Columbia and that the Board of 
Commissioners is actually an administrative body which implements 
the governing statutes. 

Beyond the foregoing broad criticisms, specific objection by the 
Bar Association of the District of Columbia was made to transferring 
the functions of the District Board of Tax Appeals to the. Commis- 
sioners for delegation at their discretion, as plan No. 5 provides. 

The District Bar Association maintained that such absorption of the 
Board of Tax Appeals would result in “absolute control’ by the 
principal executive officers of the District over an instrumentality 
established by the Congress to provide an independent review of 
decisions of the District government in tax matters affecting District 
citizens.* 

(Established by act of Congress August 17, 1937, the Board of Tax 
Appeals consists of one person appointed by the Board of Commis- 
sioners for a 4-year term. The Board has jurisdiction to entertain 
appeals from assessments of all taxes and penalties imposed under the 
laws relating to the District except sesiél! security taxes and special 
assessments for improvements. The Board is a quasi-judicial 
administrative agency, appeal from which is to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia.) 

The Commissioners stated they have no intention of changing the 
basic functions, responsibilities, or procedures of the Board of Tax 





4 An amendment to 8. 2605 (to amend certain tax laws applicable to the District of Columbia), which 

passed the Senate May 1, 1952, has been reported favorably by the House Committee on the District of 

Columbia, the effect of which would be to ce the provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 5 affecting the 
g effective, should the plan become law. 


District Board of Tax Appeals from becom 
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Appeals. They pointed out they would lack legal authority to change 
the present procedure of appeal to the courts established by Congress. 
They stated the Board was included in plan No. 5 primarily to provide 
proper administrative, housekeeping, and fiscal supervision. 


RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSIONERS 


In exercising the broad powers conferred upon them by plan No. 5, 
the Board of Commissioners of the District a Columbia will have the 
authority to take several steps which, in the judgment of the com- 
mittee, would be beneficial to administration of the District of Colum- 
bia government. 

It is the opinion of the committee that the Board of Commissioners 
should act jointly in enacting lations and in adopting District 
policies. A recurring criticism of past practice, as pointed out by 
witnesses at the hearings, has been that the Commissioners have 
divided the District government into three parts with each Com- 
missioner virtually supreme in his separate domain. Any such 
division of authority has a tendency to result in ‘‘three-headed” 
administration of the District government. 

Secondly, plan No. 5 empowers the Board of Commissioners to 
provide effective machinery for the over-all supervision of District 
agencies. It can hardly be disputed that the making of local rules, 
regulations, and policies for a city the size of Washington, D. C., is in 
itself a full-time task for its governing body. Over the years, Con- 
gress has delegated sweeping authority to the District Commissioners 
to promulgate regulations on more than 100 specific matters for the 

rotection of the health, safety, property, and general welfare of the 

istrict’s residents. At present, the District government lacks a 
chief administrative officer responsible to the Board of Commissioners 
for general oversight of the municipal administration. In the absence 
of such an officer, it is the belief of the committee the Commissioners 
are unavoidably diverted from their policy-determining functions by 
their preoccupation with administrative detail. 

Finally, plan No. 5 gives the Board of Commissioners authority to 
concentrate the activities of some 95 District agencies into a better 
coordinated governmental structure. The Board has suggested the 
15 major departments listed previously in this report, but has pointed 
out that this initial arrangement is tentative and subject to change. 
By further elimination of agencies, plus the regrouping of related 
activities along functional lines, the committee suggests that the 
activities of the District government may be effectively integrated 
into an even smaller number of departments, possibly not more than 
10 or 12. Most of the major reorganization surveys of recent years 
have indicated that the District’s administrative structure can be 
consolidated into such an operating framework. It is the committee’s 
belief that further analysis of the local municipal organization will 
lead the Board of Commissioners to the same conclusion. 


HISTORY OF THE DISTRICT GOVERNMENT 


The present commission government of the District of Columbia 
had its origins in the act of 1874 which abolished self-government for 
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the District and established a temporary appointive commission of 
three citizens. 

Four years later, by act of Congress approved July 11, 1878, that 
temporary arrangement was made permanent, with an officer detailed 
from the United States Corps of Engineers replacing one of the three 
citizen members of the Board. Since that date, despite tremendous 
growth in functions, responsibilities, and population, the District’s 
complex affairs have been governed under this charter adopted almost 
75 vears ago. 

The act of 1874, which created the temporary Commission, failed 
to provide the right of local suffrage which District residents had 
exercised for three-quarters of a century, nor did the act of 1878 make 

rovision for the franchise. The District, therefore, has been without 
ocal self-government since 1874.5 


CONCLUSION 


Much attention was given by witnesses to the defects of the com- 
mission form of municipal government which has been condemned in 
general by municipal government authorities as decidedly inferior 
to either the council-mayor or council-manager systems. 

It was pointed out that a reorganization plan proposed by the 
Bureau of the Budget, which would have provided an appointive 
council-manager government for the District of Columbia and which 
its proponents believed would overcome many of the existing govern- 
ment deficiencies, was rejected by the President in preference to 
Reorganization Plan No. 5. 

The question before the committee, however, was not whether the 
form of the District government should be changed. The question 
was whether Reorganization Plan No. 5 by its broad delegation of 
power to the District Commissioners will provide improved organiza- 
tion of the government of the District of Columbia below the top 
level. It is the consensus of the committee that, although plan No. 5 
does not offer a detailed blueprint for the reorganization of the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia, it should be permitted to take 
effect on the strength of the improvements expected to flow from it. 
The District Commissioners have made clear their intention to con- 
solidate the existing maze of approximately 100 separate agencies into 
approximately 15 better organized departments, in order to bring 
about a more efficient government structure. They also have an- 
nounced the forthcoming establishment of a Citizens’ Advisory Coun- 
cil, as heretofore described, which will provide broader citizen partici- 
pation in the conduct of the District’s affairs. Each of these steps 
may well lead ‘to significant improvements in administration of the 
government of the District of Columbia. 

For these reasons, as well as those previously stated, the Committee 
on Government Operations recommends that Reorganization Plan 
No. 5 become effective July 1, 1952, as provided by the Reorganization 
Act of 1949. 


* For the earlier history of the government of the District of Columbia, see appendix C. 








8. Rept. 1735, 82-2 
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APPENDIX A 
[H. Doc. No, 447, 82d Cong., 2d sess. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNiTED States TRANSMITTING REOR- 
GANIZATION Pian No. 5 or 1952, Prerparep In AccoRDANCE WITH THE 
PROVISIONS OF THE REORGANIZATION Act oF 1949, PERTAINING TO ENABLING 
THE Boarp or COMMISSIONERS OF THE District oF CoLuMRIA TO BRING 
ABout’ a Basic SIMPLIFICATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE GOVERNMENT OF 
THE District or CoLUMRIA 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith Reorganization Plan No, 5 of 1952, prepared in accordance 
with the provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949. This plan will enable the 
Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia to bring about a basic simpli- 
fication and improvement of the government of the District of Columbia. 

While the plan will reorganize the District government, it does not, and cannot 
under the authority conferred by the Reorganization Act, provide for home rule. 
As is well known, | strongly believe that the citizens of the District of Columbia 
are entitled to self-government. I have repeatedly recommended, and I again 
recommend, enactment of legislation to provide home rule for the District of 
Columbia. Local self-government is both the right and the responsibility of free 
men. The denial of seif-government does not befit the National Capital of the 
world’s largest and most powerful democracy. Not only is the lack of self- 
government an injustice to the people of the District of Colurrbia, but it imposes 
a needless burden on the Congress and it tends to controvert the principles for 
which this country stands before the world. 

Vigorous efforts have been made in the last four sessions of the Congress to 
obtain legislation providing home rule and a modern and effective governmental 
organization for the District of Columbia. It has been my-hope that these two 
much-needed reforms could be accomplished in one measure. But each time the 
combination of the two has been used to help to defeat the legislation. As a result, 
the Senate last year separated the issues and passed a bill dealing on!y with home - 
rule. 

While I consider both home rule and reorganization essential for the District, 
the structure of the District government has become so complicated, confused, 
and obsolete that a thorough reorganization cannot further be delayed. I have 
concluded that the Reorganization Act of 1949 affords the most appropriate 
procedure for accomplishing the needed organizational improvements. 

The present organization of the District government is the product of almost 
80 years of piecemeal, planiess growth. It has its origin in an act of 1874 which 
terminated self-government in the District. That act established an appointive, 
three-member Commission to conduct the affairs of the District until a new 
permanent plan of local government could be developed. Four years later, no 
plan having been formulated, this interim, erergency arrangement was modified 
slightly and made permanent. Since then the population and the functions of the 
District have multiplied and the structure of the District government has grown 
continually more complex; yet ijittle has been done to effect a significant improve- 
ment in the organization and bring it into line with present-day requirements. 

The failure to modernize the District government has not been for want of 
careful surveys and well-developed plans. In no community has the local 
government been subject to fuller or more frequent analysis. Within the last 
25 years there have been no less than six comprehensive studies of the « rganization 
of the District government. While the recommendations growing «ut of these 
studies have differed in detail, all have agreed on the necessity of integrating the 
many activities performed by the District government. 

The present organization of the District government is seriously deficient in a 
number of respects. The first and most obvious defect is the extraordinary num- 
ber of agencies among vy hich the business of the District is seattered. There are 
no less than 80 separate agencies in the government of the District of Columbia— 
one-third more than all the departments and agencies now in the executive branch 
of the Federal Government. Some of the agencies have been created by law and 
others by action of the Commissioners. Generally those established by the 
Commissioners have been recognized later in appropriation acts. Many of the 
activities and functions have been expanded or modified by subsequeot congres- 
sional action. As a result, through'the years, the legal status of many agencies 
has become extremely complicated and obscure. 
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Many District agencies are almost completely autonomous and uncontrolled. 
Among those agencies are about 50 boards or commissions, a considerable num- 
ber of which are not even subject to budgetary control by the Board of Commis- 
sioners or the Congress; they have their own funds and operate with permanently 
appropriated receipts. While the Board of Commissioners is nominally the exec- 
utive head of the District government, its authority over agencies ranges from 
complete control to virtually no control. 

This plan constitutes an important first step in strengthening the organization 
of the government of the District of Columbia. By transferring to the Board of 
Commissioners the functions of most of the existing agencies, abolishing those 
agencies, and granting the Board broad authority to delegate its functions, the 
plan permits a major realinement of the administrative structure of the District 
government. It is the intention of the Board of Commissioners to assign the 
functions of many of the existing agencies to a much smaller number of depart- 
ments. 

A few District agencies are excluded from the operation of the plan. Principal 
of these are the judicial agencies, which are not subject to the Reorganization 
Act, the \ ational Guard, the Board of Library Trustees, the Board of } ducation, 
the Zoning Board, the Recreation Board, and the Public Utilities Commission. 

The plan empowers the Board of Commissioners to provide for the performance 
of most of its executive functions by officers, agencies, and employees of the 
District government. This provision authorizes appropriate delegation of author- 
ity, both with and without the right of redelegation as the Commissioners may 
decide, and the withdrawal or modification of such delegation at any time. Reg- 
ulatory functions vested in the Commissioners by statute are to be retained in the 
Board of Commissioners, as well as budget control, approval of contracts in excess 
of $25,000, and the appointment and removal of the heads of agencies reporting 
directly to the Board of Commissione:s. Under all delegations the Board will, 
of course, retain ultimate authority and responsibility. 

Like the head of any large organization, the Board of Commissioners should 
be given adequate top-level assistance in carrying on the operations of the District 
government. The success of the reorganization plan will to a considerable extent 
depend upon the ability to fill key positions with the best qualified persons. In 
order to do so it is necessary to make provision for more adequate salaries for 
such officers. The plan provides that not to exceed 15 officers may be compensat- 
ed without regard to the numerical limitations on positions set forth in section 505 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. This provision will enable the 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission, or the President as the case may be, 
to approve rates of pay for these officers in excess of the rates established in the 
Classification Act of 1949 for grade GS—15 whenever standards of the classification 
laws so permit. 

After investigation I have found and hereby declare that each reorganization 
included in Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 is necessary to accomplish one or 
more of the purposes set forth in section 2 (a) of the Reorganization Act of 1949. 

I have found and hereby declare that it is necessary to include in the accom- 
panying reorganization plan, by reason of reorganizations made thereby, provisions 
for the appointment and compensation of officers specified therein. The rates 
of compensation fixed for these officers are not in excess of those which I have 
found to prevail in respect of comparable officers in the executive branch of the 
Federal Government. 

The plan abolishes the office of People’s Counsel and its functions (sec. 3 of 
the act of December 15, 1926, D. C. Code, 1940 edition, see. 43-205). These 
functions duplicate responsibilities of the Public Utilities Commission. 

The Board of Commissioners will carry out the basic reorganization made 
possible by this plan as soon as practicable without disrupting the operation of 
the District government and will complete the reorganization no later than 
June 30, 1953. Thereafter organizational adjustments can be made as conditions 
require. 

The primary benefits from this reorganization plan will take the form of im- 
provements in administration and service. Many benefits in improved operations 
are to be expected in future years which will result in a reduction of expenditures 
as compared with those that would be otherwise necessary. Any itemization of 
these reductions, in advance of actual experience under this plan, is not practicable. 

Harry 8S. Truman. 

Tue Warts Howse, May 1, 1952. 
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REORGANIZATION PLan No. 5 or 1952 


(Prepared by the President and transmitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives in Congress 
assembled, May 1, 1952, pursuant to the provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949, approved June 20, 
1949) 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Section 1. Functions transferred to the Board of Commissioners.—There are 
hereby transferred to the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
(hereafter in this reorganization plan referred to as the Board of Commissioners) 
all functions of the following named offices and agencies of the Government of the 
District of Columbia, including in the case of each the functions of all officers, 
employees, and subordinate agencies: 

Aleoholic Beverage Control Board 

Anatomical Board 

Board of Accountancy 

Board of Assistant Assessors 

Board of Barber Examiners for the District of Columbia 

Board for the Condemnation of Dangerous and Unsafe Buildings 

Board for the Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in the District of 
Columbia 

Board of Dental Examiners 

Board of Equalization and Review 

Board of Examiners and Registrars of Architects 

Board of Examiners of Steam and Other Operating mnaleners 

Board of Examiners of Veterinary Medicine 

Board of Optometry 

Board of Parole 

Board of Pharmacy 

Board of Podiatry Examiners 

Board of Police and Fire Surgeons 

Board of Public Welfare 

Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ Identification Cards 

Board of Revocation, Suspension, and Restoration of Operators’ Permits 

Board of Special Appeals 

Board of Tax Appeals 

Bridge Division 

Budget Office 

Building Inspection Division 

Central Garage and Shops 

Central Permit Bureau 

Commission on Licensure to Practice the Healing Art in the District of 
Columbia 

Committee on Special Assessment Appeals 

Construction Division 

Department of Construction 

Department of Corrections 

Department of Highways 

Department of Inspections 

Department of Insurance 

Department of Sanitary Engineering 

Department of Vehicles and Traffic 

Department of Weights, Measures, and Markets 

Disbursing Office 

District Boxing Commission 

District of Columbia Board of Cosmetology 

District of Columbia Board of Registration for Professional Engineers 

District of Columbia Educational Agency for Surplus Property 

District of Columbia Pound 

District of Columbia Repair Shop 

District Personnel Board 

District Unemployment Compensation Board 

Division of Printing and Publications 

Electrical Division 

Electrical Examining Board 

Electrical Inspection Division 

Elevator Inspection Division 
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Executive Office of the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 

Fire Department 

Fire Safety Division 

Fire Trial Board 

Gallinger Municipal Hospital 

Glenn Dale Sanatorium 

Health Department 

License Bureau 

Metropolitan Police Department 

Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board 

Motion-Picture Operators Examining Board 

Motor Vehicle Parking Agency , 

Municipal Architect 

Nurses Examining Board 

Office of the Administrator of Rent Control 

Office of the Assessor 

Office of the Auditor 

Office of the Chief Clerk, Public Works 

Office of Civil Defense 

Office of the Collector of Taxes 

Office of the Coroner 

Office of the Corporation Counsel 

Office of the Secretary to the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia 

Office of the Surveyor 

Office of the Water Registrar 

Plumbing Board 

Plumbing Inspection Division 

Police and Firemen’s Retiring and Relief Board 

Police Trial Board 

Purchasing Office 

Real Estate Commission 

Registrar of Titles and Tags 

Sanitation Division 

Sewage Treatment Plant 

Sewer Division 

Smoke and Boiler Inspection Division 

Street Division 

Superintendent of District Buildings 

Trees and Parking Division 

Tuberculosis Hospital 

Undertakers’ Examining Committee 

Veterans’ Service Center 

Water Division 


Sec. 2. Abolition of agencies.—(a) The offices and agencies listed in section 1 
hereof, including the offices of the heads of such agencies, are abolished. The 
provisions of the foregoing sentence with respect to any such office or agency 
shall become effective at such time as the Board of Commissioners shall specify, 
but in no event later than June 30, 1953. 

(b) The Office of People’s Counsel established by section 3 of the act of Decem- 
ber 15, 1926 (D. C. Code, 1940 edition, sec. 43-205) and its functions are abolished. 

(c) The Board of Commissioners shall make such provisions as the said Board 
may deem necessary with respect to winding up the affairs of any office or agency 
abolished by the provisions of this section. > , 

Src. 3. Performance of functions of Board.—(a) Except as otherwise provided 
in this section, the Board of Commissioners is hereby authorized to make from 
time to time such provisions as it deems appropriate to authorize the performance 
of any of its functions, including any function transferred to or otherwise vested 
in the Board of Commissioners by this reorganization plan, by any member of 
the Board of Commissioners, or by any other officer, employee, or agency of the 
Government of the District of Columbia except the courts thereof. 

(b) The Board of Commissioners shall not provide for the performance by any 
member of the Board of Commissioners or by any other officer, employee, or 
agency of: (1) any function vested in the said Board by Act of Congress with 
respect to making and adopting regulations except those pertaining to the admin- 
istration of or procedure before any agency of the Government of the District 
of Columbia; (2) the function of approving any contract in excess of $25,000; 
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(8) the function of appointing or removing the head of any agency responsible 
directly to the Board of Commissioners; or (4) the function of approving the 
budget for the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 4. Establishment of new offices—(a) There are hereby established in the 
Government of the District of Columbia so many agencies and offices, and with 
such names or titles, as the Board of Commissioners shall from time to time 
determine. The said offices shall be filled by appointment by, or under the 
authority of, the Board of Commissioners. Each officer so appointed shall per- 
form the functions delegated to him in accordance with this reorganization plan 
and shall receive compensation to be fixed in accordance with the classification 
laws, as now or hereafter amended, except that the compensation for not to 
exceed fifteen such offices at any one time may be fixed without regard to the nu- 
merical limitations on positions set forth in section 505 of the Classification Act 
of 1949 (5 U. 8. C. 1105). 

(b) There are hereby established in the Government of the District of Columbia 
two new Offices, one of which shall have the title of ‘‘Chief of Police” and the other 
the title of ‘Fire Chief.”” The Chief of Police and the Fire Chief shall each be 
appointed by the Board of Commissioners and shall each receive compensation 
fixed by the said Board at a rate of not in excess of $12,800 per annum. 

Sec. 5. Transfer of personnel, property, records, and funds.—With respect to 
personnel, property, records, and unexpended balances of appropriations, alloca- 
tions and other funds, available or to be made available, relating to functions 
transferred, or authorized to be delegated, by the provisions hereof, the Board of 
Commissioners from time to time may effect such transfers between agencies of 
the Government of the District of Columbia (including transfers between the 
Board of Commissioners and any other agency of the Government of the District 
of Columbia) as the Board may deem necessary in order to carry out the provisions 
of this reorganization plan. 





Apprnpix B 


PLAN OF ORGANIZATION PROPOSED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 
District oF COLUMBIA 


The plan contemplates an Executive Office, 15 departments, and 2 separate 
offices (Chief Clerk and Surveyor), as outlined below. The functional arrange- 
ment of the offices and agencies under these departments is tentative, and is 
subject to realinement should subsequent study or developments indicate the 
desirability thereof. In addition, the subordination of certain agencies, such as 
the Board of Parole, the Board of Tax Appeals, and the various examining and 
licensing boards for the professions and occupations, is for administrative and 
housekeeping purposes only and such boards will retain autonomy of operations. 


Executive Office: 
Board of Commissioners 
Office of the Secretary 
Legal Department: 
Office of the Corporation Counsel 
Department of General Administration: 
Personnel Office: 
District Personnel Board 
Police and Firemen’s Retirement and Relief Board 
Management Office: 
Management Section 
Budget Office: 
udget Office 
Finance Office: ; 
Office of the Assessor: 
Board of Assistant Assessors 
Board of Equalization and Review 
Committee on Special Assessment Appeals 
Board of Tax Appeals 
Office of the Collector of Taxes 
Disbursing Office 
Audit Office: 
Office of the Auditor 
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Department of General Administration—Continued 
Purchasing Office: 
Purchasing Division 
Division of Printing and Publication 
Property Office: 
District of Columbia Educational Agency for Surplus Property 
Property Section 
Police Department: 
Metropolitan Police Department 
District of Columbia Pound 
Police Trial Board 
Fire Department: 
Fire Department 
Fire Trial Board 
Office of the Chief Clerk: 
Office of the Chief Clerk 
Office of the Surveyor: 
Office of the Surveyor 
Department of Civil Defense: 
Office of Civil Defense 
Department of Vehicles and Traffic: 
Department of Vehicles and Traffic 
Motor Vehicle Parking Agency 
Board of Revocation, Suspension, and*Restoration of Operators’ Permits 
Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ Identification Cards 
Registrar of Titles and Tags 
Veterans’ Division: 
Veterans’ Service Center 
Department of Highways: 
Department of Highways: 
Street Division 
Bridge Division 
Electrical Division 
Central Garage and Shops 
Department of Buildings and Grounds: 
Department of Construction: 
Municipal Architect 
Construction Division 
District of Columbia Repair Shop 
Superintendent of District Buildings 
Trees and Parking Division 
Department of Inspections: 
Board for the Condemnation of Dangerous and Unsafe Buildings 
Building Inspection Division 
Central Permit Bureau 
Electrical Inspection Division 
Elevator Inspection Division 
Fire Safety Division 
Plumbing Inspection Division 
Smoke and Boiler Inspection Division 
Board of Special Appeals 
Department of Sanitary Engineering: 
Department of Sanitary Engineering: 
Sewer Division: 
Sewage Treatment Plant 
Sanitation Division 
Water Division 
Office of the Water Registrar 
Department of Health: 
Health Department: 
Office of the Coroner 
Anatomical Board 
Board for the Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in the District*of 
Columbia 
Board of Police and Fire Surgeons 
Gallinger Municipal Hospital 
Glenn Dale Sanatorium: 
Tuberculosis Hospital 
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Department of Corrections: 
Department of Corrections: 
Board of Parole 
Department of Welfare: 
Board of Public Welfare 
Department of Public Welfare 
Department of Industrial Relations: 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board 
Board of Accountancy 
Board of Barber Examiners for the District of Columbia 
Board of Dental Examiners 
Board of Examiners and Registrars of Architects 
Board of Examiners of Veterinary Medicine 
Board of Optometry 
Board of Pharmacy 
Board of Podiatry Examiners 
Commission on Licensure to Practice the Healing Art in the District of 
Columbia 
Department of Insurance 
Department of Weights, Measures, and Markets 
District Boxing Commission 
District of Columbia Board of Registration of Professional Engineers 
District of Columbia Board of Cosmetology 
License Bureau 
Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board 
Nurses’ Examing Board 
Office of the Administrator of Rent Control 
Undertakers’ Examining Committee 
District Unemployment Compensation Board 
Motion Picture Operators’ Examining Board 
Plumbing Board 
Electrica] Examining Board 
Board of Examiners of Steam and Other Operating Engineers. 
Real Estate Commission 


Appenpix C 


History OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE District or CoLUMBIA 


Article I, section 8, of the Constitution of the United States gives Congress the 
power “To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such Dis- 
trict (not exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular States, 
and the Acceptance of 4g Ongress, become the Seat of the Government of the 
United States. * * 

In accordance with this provision, Congress on July 16, 1790 (1 Stat. 130; 4 
U. 8. C. 6), and on March 8, 1791, passed acts establishing the District of 
Columbia. 

Virginia and Maryland ceded land for the territory. When the seat of govern- 
ment was permanently established in 1800, both the corporation of the city of 
Alexandria, incorporated by Virginia, and the corporation of the city of George- 
town, incorporated by Maryland, were included. In 1846 Congress gave back to 
Virginia its portion, retaining the Maryland portion which covers approximately 
70 square miles. Until 1846, when Virginia’s portion, Alexandria City and County, 
was returned, the District included the corporation of Washington, the corpora- 
tion of Alexandria, the corporation of Georgetown, and the counties of Washington 
and Alexandria. 

In 1802 the first government of the District of Columbia consisted of a mayor, 
appointed by the President of the United States, and a city council elected by the 
residents. The city council was given the right in 1812 to elect the mayor of 
Washington, and in 1820 the election was put in the hands of the people. In 
1871, howev er, Congress acted to abolish the corporations of Washington and 
Georgetown and the levy court of Washington County in favor of a territorial 
form of government. 


A er OS 
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The new form of administration was composed of a governor, a board of public 
works, and a legislative assembly consisting of a Council and a House of Delegates. 
Also at that time, and until March 4, 1875, the District of Columbia was repre- 
sented in the lower House of Congress by a delegate. The governor and the 
members of the board of public works and of the council were appointed by the 
President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. The 22 Members of 
the House of Delegates and the Delegate to Congress were elected by the people. 

After June 20, 1874, a change was made, and the District was governed by three 
Commissioners appointed by the President. This temporary form of government 
lasted until July 1, 1878, when the permanent commission government was estab- 
lished. The act of Congress of June 11, 1878 (20 Stat. 102), creating the present 
District government, makes no provision for the franchise, 


O 





